INTRODUCTION
The Problem of Crime. In New York City in 1974, there were 519,825 complaints of serious crimes, 1 or about one complaint for every sixteen persons in the city. Among the four violent crimes, 1,554 were non-negligent homicides, an average of about four a day. In addition, there were 4,054 rapes (about eleven a day), 77,940 robberies (about 214 a day) and 41,068 aggravated assaults (about 112 a day). The Evaluation was supported by grants to the Graduate Center and Research Foundation of the City University of New York from the State Division of Criminal Justice Services and the Council using Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds. The author thanks these agencies, the staff of the projects, and the New York City Police Department. Particularly appreciated are: Henry S. Ruth Jr., then Director of the Council, who requested the Evaluation; Marvin E. Wolfgang and Robert M. Figlio who assisted with the task of measuring the severity of arrest histories; the staff of the Evaluation and its Director of Statistics, H. R. Shiledar Baxi, for innovatively examining whether differences among projects affected their clients' arrest recidivism. The views expressed in this article are solely the responsibility of the author. ** Independent consultant and former Director of the Evaluation. Requests for reprints should be addressed to the author at: 175 West 72 Street, New York, New York 10023.
1 The Uniform Crime Reporting system (UCR) classifies the seven most "serious" crimes by violent crimes (homicide, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault) and crimes against property (burglary, larceny and auto theft).
2 Telephone interview with John Getting, Crime Analysis Section, New York City Police Department (Dec. 6, 1976).
reported crimes were included.
3 From 1968 to 1974, the rate of non-negligent homicide increased 67%, forcible rape 122%, robbery 43% and aggravated assault 44% .4
The Criminals. In New York City, the violent crimes of murder, forcible rape, robbery 5 and aggravated assault are committed primarily by young black and Hispanic males who are poor and undereducated. In 1974, there were 260,739 arrests in New York City. 6 Of these, 43,831 were for violent crimes. Sex. Males represented 89% of these arrests.
Age. Among those males arrested for violent crimes, 43% were seven to twenty years old, while 30% were aged twenty-one to twentynine.
Race. In 1974, among the 1140 males arrested for murder, 52% were black, 32% were Hispanic and 15% were white. 7 For 1642 of the 1972 persons arrested in 1975 forforcible rape, 63% were black, 23% were Hispanic, 13% were white and 1% were yellow and "other," ' Zeisel, deGrazia and Friedman 9 reported on the race of those arrested for robbery, using a sample of 1888 arrests picked at random from arrest registers in Manhattan, Brooklyn, Bronx and Queens.
Of these arrests, 15% (about 289) were for robbery. Within this sample, blacks comprised 71%; Hispanics, 16%; and whites, 13%.
The racial composition of arrests for murder, rape and robbery described above indicates the blacks and Hispanics represent 84%, 86%, and 87%, respectively, of arrests for these crimes. As in other large cities, the bulk of blacks and Hispanics are undereducated and from the lowest socioeconomic class.
A Response To The Problem. The Criminal Justice Coordinating CounciP 0 was set up by the City of New York as one response to the problem of crime. The CJCC was to administer, at the local level, national funds channeled to it through the state's Office of Crime Control Planning from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), created by Congress in 1968.11
In addition to supporting such institutionalized elements of the criminal-justice system (CJS) as police, courts and prisons, the CJCC was heavily committed to funding a variety of rehabilitation programs and projects. The goal of these programs was to provide rehabilitation-oriented services to offenders, ex-offenders, and in some cases, "pre-offenders."
The target groups of clients for these rehabilitation programs were described in the Council's annual plans for [1972] [1973] . They were principally the types of offenders described in the preceding section. Particular emphasis was placed on providing rehabilitation services to males (juveniles, youths and young adults), blacks and Hispanics, ex-convicts, the poor and undereducated, drug addicts and for preventive purposes, some first offenders.
These rehabilitation programs relied primarily on combinations of remedial education, jobtraining or referral and varieties of mental health counseling" 2 provided by municipal or voluntary agencies and community groups. Many of these projects also provided diversion from the regular processes of the criminal '0 Hereinafter referred to as "the Council" or the "CJCC."
" See 42 U.S.C. § § 3711-25 (1973) . 12 Varieties of mental health counseling, ranging from informal "rap" sessions to group therapy were the most prevalent rehabilitative services offered by the projects. justice system primarily for juvenile and young adult offenders who are believed to be better suited for rehabilitation through "people projects" rather than through conventional means. (Some are conditionally released without rehabilitation services, as on bail or probation.)
For purposes of orderly administration, the CJCC had to gather a considerable amount of information about these rehabilitation programs which it was supporting. Before decisions could be made to modify, refund or institutionalize programs, the Council needed to determine whether its rehabilitation programs were having individual and collective effect on the criminal behavior of their clients. Similarly, the Council needed information which would enable comparison of the criminological effects of different projects on the same types of clients. To monitor the programs, and to be able to make program adjustments in midstream, information was needed as to how criminological impact was related to such program characteristics as the type, mix and quality of services offered, staff-client ratio and the proportion of professional to paraprofessional staff. Furthermore, to make broad policy and programmatic decisions, the Council needed to know the relationship between a client's prior criminal history and his criminal behavior subsequent to entering a Council-sponsored program.
To satisfy these needs, a portion of each individual project's gross budget was set aside for the purpose of evaluating the project's effectiveness. 1 These evaluations were generally performed by academics or by consulting firms on subcontracts. Since the evaluators were responsible to the individual project directors rather than to the CJCC, their objectivity, in some cases, was questionable. Moreover, the natural and inescapable outcome was an enormous variety of evaluation goals, designs, methods and resources. The competence of the individual evaluators also varied considerably. Such great variation made it virtually impossible for the Council to compare the criminological effectiveness of different )rogram models in serving similar types of clients. For example, an evaluation that defined recid-ivism as "reincarceration," could not be compared with evaluations that defined recidivism as "rearrest" or "re-conviction" or "change on an attitude scale."
In response to these problems, and in order to meet the need for management information, a plan was proposed to the Council to conduct a standardized evaluation effort. Funded in July, 1971, the Evaluation was completed in March, 1975 . This Evaluation placed special emphasis upon the most traumatic of the crime problems shared by large cities: crimes of violence against persons. The thrust of this emphasis shaped the analysis and conclusions which follow.
METHOD
Design. Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 established the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to address the problem of "the high incidence of crime."' 4 Thus, the basic goal has been the reduction of crime. In the 1973 amendment of that act, the goal of reducing the incidence of crime was articulated into crime reduction, crime prevention, reducing juvenile delinquency and ensuring the greater safety of the people.
15 Therefore, it was evident that the basic goal of CJCC's LEAA-funded "people projects" would be to reduce the incidence of crime, and that they would be evaluated with that goal as a basic criterion. Accordingly, a particular program's services would be measured criminologically. These services were treated as the methods (the independent variables) by which the goal of reducing crime was to be reached. The common measure of achievement of that goal (the dependent variable) was criminal behavior, as opposed to legal dispositions.
The Common Measure-Arrests. The most reasonable interpretation of the intent of Congress when it spoke about reducing the "incidence of crime" is a literal one. In other words, Congress was not restricting itself to a technical meaning in terms of formal, recorded complaints. It also meant crimes that are never reported, or what social scientists would refer to as criminal behavior.
14 42 U.S.C. § 3701 (1973) .
15/d.
This focus on behavior is emphasized here because all too often there is confusion within the criminal justice system about the difference between a legal and an empirical or behavioral definition of crime. A person who has in fact shot someone in the head during a robbery may not legally have committed a crime if a court finds him to be psychotic, or if his confession was obtained illegally. Nevertheless, the victim remains shot in the head, and criminal behavior by that person did take place. The very broad legal definition of this event includes factors such as competence and due process, which have no logical or factual relationship whatsoever to the empirical question of whether the event occurred and who did it. Rather, these legal criteria, in the example of the "innocent" psychotic killer, would entail incorrect answers to the empirical questions.
The Evaluation had to settle on some standard measure of incidence of crime, and the alternatives available were complaints, convictions, incarcerations and arrests.
Complaints. In theory, complaints are the most accurate measure of crime of these four, but they were not considered appropriate. They are primarily useful as a measure of crime in a geographic area, but many CJCC projects were not restricted to standard areas, for example, precincts or boroughs. Those which were had too few clients to allow assessment of the relationship of project outcomes to the incidence of crime.
Convictions. Many arrests may be dismissed prior to conviction for reasons such as insufficient or improper evidence, when in fact the person charged did commit a criminal act. The prevalence of plea bargaining suggests that a measure of criminal behavior based on convictions will be systematically skewed toward a more benign representation of criminal behavior than is actually the case. In 1974, for example, 80% of all felony arrests in New York City were disposed of by lower courts empowered to adjudicate only misdemeanors. 16 Further, conviction on a given charge ("copped" or not) may represent additional crimes that also were charged at the time but were not included in the conviction. This leads to additional understatement of criminal behavior.
Incarcerations. The rate of incarceration in New York City is so low that this measure was deemed the weakest. The vast majority of those arrested are not incarcerated, primarily because of dismissals for legal insufficiency, failure of witnesses to appear, and plea bargaining to conditional or unconditional release. Of 2,520 felony arrests of nonjuveniles, for homicide, robbery, narcotics, sex crimes, hijacking and bribery during [1972] [1973] [1974] 460 persons-18%-were incarcerated as a final disposition.
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In 1974, in New York City, seventy-seven juveniles fifteen years of age or younger were arrested for murder, 261 for rape, 4,765 for robbery and 1,312 for felonious assault. When all other felony arrests are added, the number of juvenile felony arrests totals 16, 764 .18 Yet in 1974, the total number ofjuveniles incarcerated by the Family Court in state training homes was 150. 19 Arrests. Arrests were considered closest to complaints in ability to reflect criminal behavior. In New York City, arrest records are relatively complete, accurate and retrievable. Measuring by arrest records allows comparability of results with other evaluations in or out of New York City which use the same measure. It was concluded after the review of the other measures that arrests were the most accurate measure of criminal behavior that this Evaluation could use.
Client Characteristics. From the very outset the Evaluation was designed to allow assessment of the individual and comparative criminological effects of the projects on the primary target groups served by CJCC-sponsored programs. To do so, those client characteristics most related to recidivism had to be controlled. For example, it was important to be able to ascertain separate recidivism rates for an individual projects' seven-to-twelve year old male juvenile 17 Telephone interview with Inspector Michael J. Farrell, Criminal Justice Liaison Division, New York City Police Department (March, 1975 first offenders as well as for its nineteen-totwenty year old male serious offenders, because the project might be effective with one group but not with the other. This was even more essential in comparing a particular project's criminological effectiveness with seven-totwelve year olds or nineteen-to-twenty year olds with similar age groups in other "competing" projects. The three client characteristics selected were age, sex and prior criminal history . 21 Age, in New York State, is a key factor in making decisions regarding arrest, type of court, dispositions and conditions of release or incarceration. The four basic age groups selected initially by the Evaluation were juveniles (age seven-to-fifteen); youthful offenders (age sixteen-to-eighteen); and two categories of adults: (age nineteen-to-twenty) and (age twenty-one and older).22 Only males were analyzed since females make up a relatively small proportion (about 10%) of those who commit serious crimes. The number of females in most of the CJCC projects was too low for valid statistical analysis. Severity of criminal history is generally considered as an important predictor of recidivism.
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Data Collection. Because arrests were to be the unit of measurement, it was necessary to collect and prepare the data about project clients so as 21 Heroin addiction was to have been a fourth characteristic, but it was impossible to apply, primarily because police arrest records did not distinguish between heroin and other drugs. There are many other personal characteristics that might affect criminal behavior, including socio-economic background, intelligence, ethnicity and motivation. The CJCC evaluation, therefore had to select only the most important and feasibly measurable personal characteristics. I.Q., for example, may be a determinant of recidivism but is very expensive to measure adequately for the large number of clients in the study. Motivation is also of great importance, but there is no known standard test for it that is universally recognized in the testing community.
2 For similar crimes, juveniles aged seven-tofifteen as a rule are arrested less frequently and detained or incarcerated for much shorter periods than nonjuveniles. Juveniles are given summons cards instead of being arrested for minor violations and some misdemeanors for which an adult could be arrested. to allow accurate matching with official arrest records. This created many problems, since. the projects were not only different from each other in programmatic structure, but also enjoyed considerable administrative autonomy. Their records and record-keeping systems were as individual as their programs. A first step of the Evaluation was to design and implement a Standard Intake Form for use in the projects that would, among other things, yield data necessary to retrieve arrest records. In addition, the Evaluation had to create an entire system to insure that the Standard Intake Form continuously operated as a practical instrument. Initially, there was a very high error rate on important items of the Standard Intake Form.
2 4 A concern for confidentiality led some projects to resist providing any data about individual clients to the Evaluation.
The problems of high error rates were mainly due to lack of competence in record keeping by staff among community-based projects.
To cope with these problems the Evaluation launched an extensive training program for project staffs and became more closely involved in the projects' record-keeping operations.
To maximize the accuracy of the project data after they were received by the Evaluation two steps were taken. First, the Intake Forms were scrutinized for certain types of errors and, if necessary, sent back for correction. Forms that could not be corrected were not used. Second, validation resulted from the awareness that seemingly correct Intake Forms during scrutiny might in fact contain false information, for example, misspelled names. The errors might result from misinterpretation by project staff of an Intake Form item, or they might simply be errors in reporting or transcribing information given by a client. The solution was to check each Intake Form intended for analysis against actual records in those projects for the "index" items-name, sex, date of birth, address, date of project entry and client admission status.
A number of data-retrieval problems also had to be solved in obtaining arrest records from the police. Juvenile and adult records were kept in different places, in different ways, and required different methods of identifica- 24 For example, names were frequently misspelled and ages listed incorrectly. tion for retrieval. In resolving all these problems of implementation, the Evaluation achieved several of its intended goals: it established an ongoing system for measuring the criminological effects of the larger CJCC-sponsored projects and for obtaining management information data from all of the projects.
Projects. As shown in Table 1 , 4 out of the fifty-three projects under the Council's sponsorship submitted no Standard Intake Forms to the Evaluation. The remaining forty-nine projects submitted a total of 27,733 forms.
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Data from thirty-one of these forty-nine projects were not analyzed, either because 1) there was not enough time to process the records; 2) the projects did not contain enough clients to permit analysis; or 3) the clients were female. 26 The first two factors merit further explanation.
For a client to be included in the analysis there had to be a minimum of twelve months' duration after project entry, during which time the client's criminal behavior would be measured. At the time of selection, there had to be a sufficient number (initially 100, finally fifty) of male clients of the required ages who met these criteria in a given project to satisfy statistical requirements for analysis. Furthermore, the fifty-three projects were funded and became fully operational at widely differing times prior to and during the period in which the Evaluation was conducted. Thus, newer projects generally did not have enough clients who met evaluation criteria at the time of selection. In addition, the Evaluation had to meet a deadline for a final report. Identification of the clients who met the criteria had to be cut off in time for use in that report. The interactions of all these factors thus explains why it was impossible to analyze thirty-one of the forty-nine projects which submitted forms. This left eighteen projects, with a total of 20,924 Standard Intake Forms, available for analysis by the Evaluation. These eighteen 2-Numbers 7, 11, 17 and 43 (see Table 1 ). 26 Numbers 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51 and 53 (see Table 1 ). 27 The evaluation was unsuccessful in receiving additional funds to extend its duration so that it could evaluate eight of the 31 projects that had provided sufficient data too late to be processed for inclusion in the final report (Numbers 13, 14, 18, 27, 37, 38, 40 and 46 in Table 1) .
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[Vol. 68 ROBERT FISHMAN projects were not a "sample" selected from the entire fifty-three at one point in time; they rather constituted the universe of all projects that had enough clients to satisfy evaluation criteria at the time of selection. The eighteen projects were similar in that they all provided rehabilitation or diversion services primarily outside of prison. They varied enormously, however, in such important characteristics as auspices (community-based groups; private foundations; city agencies); staffing (by paraprofessionals and professionals); status (new projects versus existing ones); nature of service rendered (diversion and nondiversion); and funding (a few hundred thousand dollars versus several million dollars.) See Table 2 . All eighteen projects provided some combination of services toward remediation, jobs, mental health counseling and/or diversion. Three projects provided residence, another three provided recreation, and legal assistance was offered by two projects. The total LEAA funding for the eighteen projects analyzed by the Evaluation was $14,590,000. Upon careful inspection of the projects and their records, it appeared that these eighteen projects were basically representative of most nonprison approaches to this type of rehabilitation in New York City and elsewhere, Clients. As with the projects, there was no "sampling" of the Standard Intake Forms for the clients.2 s The universe of allforns from the 18 projects was used for all clients who met the Evaluation's strict criteria as to age, sex and twelve month duration after project entry and for whom all data needed for police record retrieval was available. Thus, from the total of 20,924 Standard Intake Forms from the eighteen projects, only 2,860 arrest records were used for analysis. The unused balance of the 20,924 forms were analogous to unreturned, incomplete or incorrect forms in an election-type survey.
Of the 2,8160 males analyzed, 687 (24%) were juveniles age seven-to-twelve; 606 (21%) were age sixteen-to-eighteen; and the remainder (55%) were age nineteen and older. Sixty-eight percent were black, 25% Spanish-surnamed, and 7% white or "other." Only one-third of 2' Except for one, YCB, which submitted over 1,300 forms, from which a simple random sample of 150 was selected (Number 52, Table 1 ). those eighteen or older had either completed twelve or more years of school or else had highschool-equivalency diplomas, while 60% had had nine-to-eleven years of school.
More than 90% had at least one prior arrest, and most of the remaining 10% had some kind of police record. The average number of arrests before project entry ranged from .8 to 4.6 for those age twenty and younger, while arrests for clients age twenty-one and older ranged from 3.3 to 18.7.29 For both juveniles and adults, these arrests included many serious charges.
These clients clearly appear to be representative of the young, male, undereducated and poor blacks and Hispanics with prior arrest histories who account for the major share of violent crime arrests in New York City.
s°2
' For clients 21 and over, there was no relationship between severity of criminal history and recidivism. These arrest rates are descriptive only for those 21 and over.
o See text accompanying notes 5-9 supra. It could be contended that the 2,860 clients in the evaluation may not be a representative sample of the total population of either the criminal justice system or the 53 projects since representativeness was not demonstrated statistically through a comparison of the arrest histories of the subgroups with those which were not evaluated. Such a sampling was never intended nor was it possible.
The study was specifically designed to assess the criminological effects of the projects on certain important subgroups of clients according to age and severity of arrest history, e.g., young black and Hispanic males of various ages with severe prior arrest histories (Table 3) but not on subgroups such as females. Given the selection method of the evaluation (all who met the criteria were included) each of the 16 types of clients shown on Tables 3 and 5, in the author's view, is representative of clients of the same ages, criminal histories, race/ethnicity and education 1) in the 18 projects evaluated; 2) in the 35 projects not evaluated; and 3) in the criminal justice system as a whole. Moreover, the types of clients represented, in our view, include the most important types in the system, insofar as violent crime is concerned.
In other words, in comparing the effectiveness of projects, it appears far more useful and accurate to ask how the projects affect specific types of clients, by assessing each type separately, than to get one recidivism rate for a "representative sample" of all clients which "representative sample" may be composed of different proportions of males and females of differing ages and criminal histories. This type of sample would be a poor measure because it understates the actual higher recidivism rate of the more difficult clients (e.g., young males with long records) by masking them with the far lower rates of young male or female first offenders. The prior arrest histories of these clients were to be controlled in assessing the comparative or collective effectiveness of the eighteen projects. It was thus important to obtain a method of measuring the severity of these prior arrests.
Severity. The Sellin-Wolfgang Index was the best standardized measure available for the task of combining the frequency of an individual's arrests with the nature of the arrest charges.
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The actual Index could not be used in its original form because the information which the Index required was not available within the fiscal and time restraints of the Evaluation study. An alternative approach, however, was suggested by Wolfgang and Figlio. 32 This consisted of using mean seriousness scores (MSS) for each of the twenty-six Uniform Crime Reporting categories based on data collected in the Philadelphia "cohort" study. 33 It was necessary, therefore, to test the predictive and congross and is not "controlled" by comparisons with control groups. For example, in the measurement of projects containing small numbers of different types of clients it is sometimes impossible to determine if differences between projects and control groups are due to treatment or to the effects of the different types of clients).
Possible "unrepresentativeness" can be ascribed to any sample. For the assertion to be meaningful, however, the following three questions must be carefully answered. How was the method of selection biased? What kind of unrepresentativeness does this cause? How could the possible unrepresentativeness have resulted in the findings and conclusions presented?
A related point is that if the clients in each of the subgroups (see Table 3 ) in the study are unrepresentative, it is unlikely that they are more recidivistic than a comparable population in the criminal justice system. The courts and the probation department tried to keep persons with the more severe criminal histories out of the projects in the first place. If they are less recidivistic than comparable types in the criminal justice system, then the findings, conclusions and recommendations of this evaluation are even more significant.
In any case, the study was able to evaluate separately the recidivism rates of those with severe histories, first-offenders and each of the other types of clients shown in Table 3 , as classified by age and severity of arrest history. It is more appropriate therefore that the three questions above about the representativeness of the 2,860 should be addressed to each of these types.
3 See generally T. SELLIN & M. WOLFGANG, THE MEASUREMENT OF DELINQUENCY (1964) . 32 The suggestion was made at a meeting in 1972. 1See note 23 supra.
current validity of the MSS for a New York City population. Validation of the MSS was guided by the intended use of permitting only a comparison of client groups having prior criminal histories of similar severity. The predictive validity would be shown by how well the MSS predicted arrest recidivism after project entry. A higher severity before entry should have indicated a likelihood of greater, and more severe, recidivism after project entry. The concurrent validity would be demonstrated by correlation between MSS and other related measures of severity. Two possible alternative measures were number of arrests before project entry, and type of arrest charges, such as violent crimes. But it shotild be noted that the MSS synthesized both these alternative measures and contained more information than either.
The relationship between prior criminal history and recidivism (the dependent variable) was assessed by a number of analyses using stepwise linear regression. For most of these analyses, the independent variables were combinations of total MSS and/or number of arrests before project entry, the year of age at project entry and the interactions of these factors.
In almost all cases, the F-value was highly significant for the independent variables and their interactions. This may have stemmed, however, from the large numbers of degrees of freedom for the residual sum of squares, which ranged from approximately 100 to 600 for the age subgroups used. Suprisingly, the total variance accounted for by the independent variables was generally less than 15% for each analysis, an outcome without a ready explanation.
In the testing of predictive validity, the inconclusive results of the regression analyses and the analysis of variance suggested that there was no linear relationship between severity of prior criminal history, as measured by both the MSS and number of arrests prior to project entry, and recidivism.
It was decided, however, that both the MSS and the number of arrests before project entry were of sufficient predictive validity for use as measures of severity of criminal history before project entry. The decision was reached because the results of t-tests, Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests, and chi-square trend analyses supported a significant relationship between both measures of severity and recidivism for the thir-
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teen-to-fifteen, sixteen-to-eighteen and nineteen-to-twenty year old groups, and a marginal relationship for the older clients. (Although the relationship might not be linear.) Since the MSS predicted recidivism as well as and in a similar way to the average number of arrests, the concurrent validity requirement appeared to be satisfied.
Although the average number of prior arrests and the MSS appeared to be equally effective as a measure of severity in predicting recidivism, the former measure was easier to use, far less expensive, and more easily understood by readers unfamiliar with the MSS. The average number of prior arrests was therefore selected as the Evaluation's measure of severity.
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Levels of Severity. The method of determining levels of severity used the Duncan Multiple Range Test, as adjusted by the method of Dalenius.
3 ' One purpose for using the Duncan test and the Dalenius method of forming homogenous groups was to identify mutually exclusive and exhaustive levels of severity of criminal history prior to project entry for each age group to be used in the analysis. This was a two-step process. First, the Duncan test was used to see if, within each age group, the projects could be arranged in clusters so that in a given cluster the project with the lowest mean number of client arrests (MNA) before project entry would not be significantly different from the project with the highest MNA. Further, the Duncan test determined for each age group those clusters of projects that were significantly different from each other. In that there was at least one project with an MNA in one cluster which was significantly different from the MNA of at least one project in a different cluster in the same age group. Given the above criteria, when the Duncan test was applied to the projects within an age group, the clusters that resulted might not have been mutually exclusive. In other words, there might have been some projects in more than one cluster. This overlap among the clusters could have created confusion in interpret--" Note that the MSS is not a Sellin-WolfgangScore. It is a mean derived from Sellin-WolfgangScores solely for use by this evaluation. The validity of the Sellin-Woltlang-Score was not tested directly by this study. ing the outcomes of the final analyses which are described subsequently.
Therefore, as a second step, the Dalenius method was applied to the clusters of projects in each age group in order to make the clusters mutually exclusive. The clusters that resulted were then defined as levels of severity for that age group. Table 6 contains one resultant example of exclusive levels of MNA.
Categorization of the clients by the levels of severity of their prior arrest histories has two functions. For clients age twenty and younger, the levels both relate to recidivism and serve as a descriptive characteristic. For those age twenty-one and older, on the other hand, the levels of severity are descriptive only, and are not related to recidivism. This should be noted in the interpretation of Table 3 .
Analysis. Several tasks for the Evaluation stemmed from the Council's need to obtain the sorts of information outlined in the Introduction and a variety of analytic methods was used to answer them.
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The Magnitude and Seriousness of Criminal Recidivism. Arrest recidivism was the ratio of clients arrested one or more times during the twelve months after project entry, to all clients, arrested or not. The magnitude was measured 1) by the recidivism rates, and 2) by the ratio of the total number of arrests after entry to the total number of all clients, recidivists and nonrecidivists. Seriousness was measured by the types of crimes classified by the UCR system as serious (index) crimes consisting of both violent crimes against persons (homicide, rape, robbery and assault), and crimes against property (burglary, larceny and auto theft.) See Table 5 .
The relationship of these measures to the client characteristics of age and severity of prior criminal history was then assessed. It should be noted that for six of the seven age groups, no significant relationship was found to exist between race/ethnicity and arrest recidivism or violent crime arrest rates, when tested by the X 2 (chi square). The relationship was significant only for the sixteen-to-eighteen year olds on both measures, and this was probably due to the fact that the whites had less severe criminal histories than the blacks and Hispanics of those ages.
Project Impacts on Crime. This task was addressed in three ways. First, the arrest recidi-vism of clients who received project services was compared with that of a control or comparison group of similar clients who did not receive such services. The Evaluation was unsuccessful in forming an intended "post hoc" matched control group for some of the younger clients. A valid control group was obtained by one of the projects, Vera Wildcat, and was used by the Evaluation for clients age twenty-one and older. 37 The 105 male Vera control clients were compared with the male clients of eight other projects.
3 " The recidivism rates of clients age twenty-one-to-twenty-nine were compared with the control group by the Duncan Multiple Range Test; and those of the thirty-to-thirtynine year olds by the X 2 test. Second, the projects were assessed to see if they decreased the criminal behavior of clients. This was done by comparing the arrest rates of the second year before project entry with the rates during the year after project entry. Comparisons were made by applying the X 2 test to the arrest rates by age groups.
Third, the projects were compared in their criminological effects on similar types of clients to see which projects lowered recidivism rates most. This effort sought to determine if project characteristics -differences among projectsaffected recidivism rates of similar clients.
The goals and priorities of the Evaluation made it impossible to directly measure project characteristics or, in the case of individual projects, to link differences in arrest-recidivism rates with such project characteristics as services delivered, types of staff and staff-client ratios. Moreover, the statistical methods used in assessing the effect of project characteristics on recidivism could only determine whether or 3 This is not a true "control" group but a comparison group. The control group was "unserviced" in the sense that it was not provided with subsidized employment or other supportive services by the project; the members of the control group had to find their own jobs or services. At least some, therefore, may have received services.
39 The second year before entry was used because most of the projects, particularly diversion projects, required arrest as a condition of project entry. But during the 12 months after project entry, clients had the opportunity to avoid arrest. Therefore, comparing the 12 months after project entry to the first year prior to project entry would be invalid, since the arrest requirement in the first year prior to project entry would artifically inflate the arrest rate. not a significant difference existed among the projects. If there were such a difference, however, the method could not be used to specify which project characteristics were related to different effects of the projects on recidivism.
The application of statistical methods to assess the relationship between differences among projects and recidivism occurred in three stages. First, the eighteen projects were classified by the age and the severity of their clients' arrest histories prior to project entry.
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The tests of the predictive validity of the severity measures showed a relationship between the severity of prior arrest history and arrest recidivism for clients age twenty and younger, and no relationship for those age twenty-one and older. Therefore, clients age twenty and younger were classified into ten groups: ages seven-to-twelve were classified at one level of severity; ages thirteen-to-fifteen at three levels of severity; ages sixteen-to-eighteen at four levels of severity; and ages nineteento-twenty at two levels of severity. See Table 6 . The three groups ages, twenty-one-to-twentynine, thirty-to-thirty-nine and forty-to-seventyone were not classified by levels of severity.
I
The overall classification was of thirteen groups of clients, classified by age and severity. Each of the thirteen groups contained clients classified by the eighteen projects and their service components. There was a total of forty-six such subgroups.
The second step in the application of statistical methods was to apply the Duncan test to determine if there were significant differences among arrest recidivism rates of projects within each of the thirteen levels of severity and/or age. The third and final step was to estimate the overall probability of the thirteen outcomes observed. This was estimated with a statistic similar to the Binomial Expansion. This statistic was applied to each level of severity and/or age in order to compute the probability of each 40 See text accompanying note 35 supra. 4" Except for the 10 groups of clients age 20 and younger, Table 6 does not represent the 13 groups of clients discussed here. Table 6 represents the 16 groups of clients that result from the assumption that there is a relationship between severity and recidivism at all ages, including age 21 and older. The analysis of the 16 groups (and the construction of Table 6 ) was done before the analysis of the 13 groups which was the primary study of whether differences among projects affect recidivism. Unfortunately, a table representing the analysis of the 13 groups was not prepared.
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ROBERT FISHMAN of the thirteen outcomes observed. This was followed by computation of the overall probability of the occurrence of no more than the observed number of differences for the thirteen outcomes.
42
The overall probability was computed under the following assumptions: a) that the test of the null hypothesis implied determining the probability of no more than the observed number of differences between recidivism rates than the ones that occurred; b) that within each group, the probability of difference between any two arrest recidivism rates was .05;1 3 and c) that each of the groups formed by age and/or level of severity was considered independent.
The relationship between project characteristics and recidivism was also tested by the same statistical method for an alternative assumption about the relationship between the severity of arrest history and recidivism. It was assumed that there was a relationship between severity and recidivism for all clients, including those twenty-one and older. As shown in Table 6 , this resulted in the classification of the eighteen projects by sixteen groups composed of ages seven-to-twelve, thirteen-to-fifteen, sixteen-toeighteen, and nineteen-to-twenty, at 1, 3, 4, and 2 levels of severity, respectively; and, in the classification of ages twenty-one-to-twentynine, thirty-to-thirty-nine, and forty-to-seventy-one at 3, 2, and 1 levels of severity, respectively.
This statistical method was also applied to test the relationship between project characteristics and recidivism for only those clients age twenty-one and older by the six levels of age and severity shown in Table 6 and for only those clients age twenty and younger by the ten levels of age and severity shown in Table 6 .
The Relationship of Violent Crimes Before Project Entry to Violent Crimes After Project Entry. The ttest was used to determine the difference between the rates of violent-crime arrests after project entry for clients who had no prior history of such arrests, and the rate of recidivism to violent crimes for clients who had a history of violent-crime arrests before-projectentry. 42 In cases where there were no differences, at least one such difference was assumed.
43 Since .05 was the level of confidence used in the second step.
Caveats. The 2,860 clients were divided into seven age groupings: seven-to-twelve, thirteento fifteen, sixteen-to-eighteen, nineteen-totwenty, twenty-one-to-twenty-nine, thirty-tothirty-nine and forty-to-seventy-one. For each age group, the outcomes of clients in different service components in a project would be combined for use in an analysis, if there was reason to believe that clients in one component had also received services from another component. Otherwise, double counting by overlap would have resulted. 44 The remaining service components were combined if their respective clients' average number of arrests before project entry was not significantly different; but, if they were different, the remaining service components were analyzed separately. 4 For both combined and separated components, groups of clients were dropped from the analysis if they contained less than twenty members, classified by age and/or severity of arrest history. For juveniles age seven-to-fifteen, summonses for minor violations were not included as "arrests" in the analysis. 46 The arrest recidivism was measured over the period of twelve months after project entry, even though a client may not have remained in the project during that entire period. Unless otherwise qualified, "significant" means that P is equal to or is less than .05.
RESULTS

The Magnitude and Seriousness of Criminal Recidivism.
The magnitude of the recidivism rates 47 for the seven age groups across projects and levels of severity ranged from 51% for thirteento fifteen year olds, to 24% for those age fortyto seventy-one. See Table 3 . Those with higher levels of severity of prior arrests in the groups of thirteen-to-fifteen and sixteen-to-eighteen year olds had recidivism rates as high as 60%.
Among projects, the highest recidivism rate-72%-was for clients from Indpendence House in the nineteen-to-twenty age group at the highest level of severity. The lowest re-41 See ' That is, the proportion of clients arrested one or more times during the 12 months after-projectentry.
[Vol. 68 CRIMINAL RECIDIVISM age group which had a much higher percentage (26%) of arrests in that category. cidivism rate-19%-was for the seven-totwelve age group in the Protestant Board of Guardians project. See Table 4 . (Recidivism was not related to severity level for those twenty-one and older).
Since the recidivism rate understates the amount of criminal behavior, the number of arrests was converted into a ratio of the total number of arrests to the total number of clients. See Table 3 , col. 8. For example, in the thirteen-to-fifteen year old age group at the second level of severity, fifty-five of the 100 clients had one or more arrests after project entry. This yielded a 55% recidivism rate. The total number of arrests for these fifty-five recidivists, however, was 107, a total of more arrests than there were clients in the project. The ratio was 1.1. If the fifty-five recidivists had each been arrested only once, the ratio would have been .5. For the 1,527 clients age twenty and younger, the ratio of arrests to clients was .9, or almost as many arrests as there were clients. See Table 3 .
The seriousness of recidivism after project entry was measured by the types of serious crimes classified by the UCR as violent crimes and as crimes against property.
4 See Table 5 . Sixty-seven percentc of the total number of arrests of the recidivists were for serious (index) crimes. Arrests for index crimes ranged from 82% for seven-to-twelve year olds, to 56% for those age thirty-to-thirty-nine. For violent crimes, arrests ranged from about 35% for seven-to-twelve year olds, to 19% for those age thirty-to-thirty-nine.
Homicide accounted for 4% of all arrests for violent crimes; forcible rape for 4%; robbery for 69%; and aggravated assault for 23%. There appeared to be little difference between each of the seven age groups in the proportions of arrests for each of the four types of violent crime.
The highest proportion of arrests for burglary, 27% of all arrests, was for the thirty-nine juvenile recidivists aged seven-to-twelve. See Table 5 . The highest proportion of arrests for larceny, 20%, was in the age group thirty-tothirty-nine. The proportion of arrests for auto theft was about even across the age groups, with the exception of the forty-to-seventy-one Overall, by every measure used in the Evaluation, clients age twenty and younger appear to have a higher magnitude and severity of criminal recidivism. The highest was for the 559juveniles, age thirteen-to-fifteen, from five diversion projects, whose recidivism rate was 51% during the year after project entry. Juvenile recidivists averaged two arrests each, and their ratio of arrests to all clients was 1.0. About 75% of their arrests were for serious (index) crimes, and 33% were for violent crimes. For the age group seven-to-twelve, the percentage of arrests for violent crimes totaled 35%, and for serious crimes, 82%. See Table 5 .
The relationship between average number of arrests before project entry and criminal recidivism was positive for those age twenty and younger. Such a relationship did not appear to exist for those age twenty-one and older. For clients age twenty and younger, the higher the average number of arrests before project entry, the higher the magnitude of recidivism.
Of the 2,860 clients, 1,182, or 41%, were arrested 2,072 times, an arrest-to-client ratio of .7. Of the arrests, 605, or 29%, were for the violent crimes of homicide, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault.
Project Impacts on Crime. There were three ways of measuring project impacts.
Control Group Comparisons. There was no significant difference between the Vera control group, g twenty-one-to-thirty-nine year olds, and clients of the same ages in eight projects. Specifically, the recidivism rates for the Vera control group for the twenty-one-to-twentynine year olds were statistically equal to those of projects Second Chance, SHARE, Vera Wildcat, BCC, Manhood, ASA, NAACP (Intensive), ARC and NAACP (Non-intensive). When the Vera control's recidivism rate for thirty-to-thirty-nine year olds was compared to those of the~projects, there were no significant differences for the projects-and components: BCC, Manhood, Second Chance, ARC, Vera Wildcat, NAACP (Intensive) and (Non-intensive) and ASA.
Arrests Before and After Project Entry. Comparison of the arrest rates for the year after project entry and the arrest rates for the second year before project entry showed the recidivism (arrest) rates significantly higher for those age S See text accompanying note 37 supra.
1977]
Is See note 1 supra. eighteen and younger, not different for those tionship between severity of prior arrest history age nineteen-to-twenty, lower for those age and recidivism at different ages were used to twenty-one-to-thirty-nine and not different for assess the effect of project characteristics." 0 those age forty-to-seventy-one. The probabilities of the outcomes observed Comparison of Recidivism among the Projects. for the test of project differences on recidivism Differences among projects did not signifi-were: (a) .56 when clients of all ages were cantly affect the recidivism rates. The estimated classified by sixteen levels of age and severity probability of the outcomes observed was .56 (see Table 6 ); (b) .69 when classified by the ten for the thirteen groups of projects classified by levels of age and severity for only those clients ten levels of age and severity of prior arrest twenty and younger; and (c) .52 when classified history for those age twenty and younger and by the three age groups for only those clients three levels of age across levels of severity for twenty-one and older. those age twenty-one and older.
The quantity, quality, types and mix of serIt can be concluded that not only was there vices provided by the projects to their clients, no significant relationship between project as well as the staff-client ratio, proportion of characteristics and client recidivism, but also paraprofessional staff, per-capita funding and that there was no difference regardless of which of the three assumptions about the relaSee text at 294 infra. other individual project characteristics, had no of the seven age groups except those age nineapparent effect on the ability of the rehabilita-teen-to-twenty and age forty-to-seventy-one. tion projects to influence the arrest recidivism An examination of the relationship between a of their clients, Overall, no project was better prior and subsequent history of violent crimess' than another.
established that such a relationship held across Violent Crime Before and After Project Entry. This relationship existed across ages, for each 5 See note 1 supra.
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the age groups for rape, robbery and assault, but not for homicide. See Table 7 . One of the stepwise linear regression analyses discussed in the section on Severity was done on two independent variables: 1) year of age at project entry, and 2) history of at least one arrest for violent crime before project entry. The prediction was of the dependent variable of one or more arrests for violent crimes during the twelve months after project entry. The results indicated that any relationship between violent crimes before and after project entry was not linear.
52
CONCLUSIONS
Rehabilitation by the Projects Was Considered To Be a Failure. The failure of the projects was particularly evident with young clients, and in relation to violent crime. Overall, the judgment of failure is based upon the magnitude and severity of the criminal recidivism of project clients of all ages which resulted in great cost to both society and to the victims. 5 3 Failure is also indicated by comparison of some project outcomes with those of a "control" group.
Cost of Recidivism to Society and Victims.
Of the 2,860 clients from seven to seventy-one years of age, 1,182, or 41%, were arrested a total of 2,072 times during the twelve months after project entry. These arrests reflect several thousand victims and many millions of dollars in the cost to victims of theft, property damage and injury.
However, of the 2,072 arrests, 605 (29%) were for violent crimes. This means that about 52 The F values and r values were statistically significant for the age groups thirteen-fifteen, sixteen-eighteen, nineteen-twenty, twenty-one-twentyfour and thirty-five-thirty-nine. However, the degrees of freedom were quite high for each of the age groups tested. The correlation of year of age to the dependent variable was only statistically significant for the age group 16-18. The total variance accounted for by the independent variables did not exceed .08 for any of the age groups.
53 The net benefits of rehabilitation by the projects must be determined solely in relation to crime. The possible provision ofjobs and other services to clients is not a pertinent benefit, since the projects were funded by LEAA whose sole purpose is the prevention and control of crime. The same service outcomes might be adjudged beneficial, however, if the project was funded by such non-crime control agencies as the Department of Labor or the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. fifty persons may have been killed or raped and 555 robbed or severely assaulted bI these recidivist clients. This-portion of the outcome is the main reason for the conclusion that the human costs of this recidivism are too high.
Nor does this conclusion change if the cost is examined for each of the thirteen types of clients shown on Table 3 by age and prior arrests. For example, the comparatively "good" 29% recidivism rate of the 134 clients in the thirty-to-thirty-nine age group does not show that, out of their 147 arrests, about one in five was for a violent crime. When the results of representatives of the primary target groups 54 are examined, most outcomes are actually worse than the summary statistics for all 2,860 clients . 55 It could be asserted that a 41% recidivism rate indicates that 59% of the clients were successfully rehabilitated. They were non-recidivists. This assertion, however, is not acceptable. When measured in terms of serious and violent crimes, the consequences of recidivism are qualitatively different than those of other measures such as failure to pass a test in reading achievement or job skills. Failure or recidivism in the context of serious or violent crime implies the presence of victims. To illustrate this point, assume that we are discussing the effects of a new medication for treating disease in a group of 2,860 persons. If a side effect of curing 59% of the cases involves infecting more than 600 outsiders with a mutation of the disease which would cause even so much as a fraction of the fatalities and of the suffering endured by the victims of violent crimes, there is little question. that the extent of these adverse side effects would be considered too high a price to pay for the cure.
This judgment of failure does not stem from direct comparisons. Even if it could be shown that other types of projects, no projects at all 54 Primary target groups included young males, under age 21, with severe prior criminal histories. See Table 3 . 52 In addition, these summary statistics understate the actual criminal behavior because a) the higher recidivism rates of the most important target groups (clients under 21 with more severe criminal histories) are masked by inclusion (see note 30, supra), and b) some findings suggested that unapprehended crimes by project clients were more frequent than clients who were arrested but who did not commit any crimes. a Number of clients less than 20. * Arrest rates after project entry are significantly higher for clients with one or more arrests for a violent crime before project entry, as opposed to clients with no violent crime arrests before project entry. P is equal to or less than .05, by a one-tailed test.
or the existing criminal justice system yielded recidivism and victimization rates which were 20% higher than the outcomes of the projects studied, the results of the Evaluation would still indicate that these programs be judged a failure because of the cost to those victimized by recidivists.
56
For a behavioral scientist to judge an outcome such as this recidivism rate to be a success solely because it was statistically lower than that of a hypothetical control group would be difficult to justify either empirically or ethically, without assessing the consequences of the recidivism in terms of victims. It would also be difficult to deny the empirical validity and pragmatic importance of recidivism findings solely on the basis of the absence of a control comparison, as with the findings for juveniles in this evaluation.
57
56 If, in another year of operation, these projects could improve their record by 25%, reducing to 450 the 600 or so possible victims of violent crime, the number would still be too high to be judged by this evaluation as other than a failure.
57 A basic and valid premise within the sciences is that the effect of a given treatment is determined by comparing the outcomes of the treated group with those of an equivalent untreated control or comparison group. This does not mean, however, that the findings of a study without a control or comparison group constitute no findings at all. Some evaluation outcomes, with or without comparisons, may be high enough-or low enough-to be essential for policy decisions affecting the health, safety and welfare of the public, particularly in the prevention and control of crime. The extent of recidivism and violent crime among the 1,527 clients age 20 and younger in this Control Group Comparisons. It must be stressed, however, that there were no significant differences between a "control group" and eight of the projects for 1,278 clients aged twenty-one-to-thirty-nine.58
Moreover, the somewhat forced assurmption that a control or comparison group must necessarily consist only of clients who are either on the streets or within the traditional criminal justice system, 59 prevents comparisons with other alternatives. Possible approaches, such as mandatory minimum sentencing and preventive detention might be tested for their utility as alternatives for reducing violent crime.
Before and After Comparisons. The before and study has obvious policy implications, regardless of whether these reiults are compared with those of a control group. Yet, in their important survey of the effectiveness of correctional rel'iibilitation treatment, Lipton, Martinson and Wilks included only studies which had control or comparson groups. Studies which did not have such groups, lut which may have met the other survey criteria, were excluded. See D. LIPTON, R.
MARTINSON, & J. WILKS, THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT: A SURVEY OF TREAT-MENT EVALUATION STUDIES 4-5 (1975) . Since the survey was intended and used for policy decisions in crime control, the question arises as to how this survey criterion can be reconciled with excluding valid data that may be important in making such decisions.
5 See text accompanying notes 49-50 supra. 59 Of course, clients physically confined by the criminal justice system can only be used as a comparison group during a period after release when they have opportunity to recidivate. after project entry comparisons showed significant increases in arrests for younger clients, and decreases for older ones. These results were congruent with those of reports from other areas for these ages. Since the reports represent many who do not receive rehabilitation services, they may act as a weak control comparison. If they are accepted as control comparisons, then the projects' rehabilitation services probably did not cause either the increase or the decrease in arrests. 60 If they are not accepted as comparisons, then the relationship of the rehabilitation services to the outcomes can not be analyzed.
Conclusion. Ultimate criteria for judging high or low costs or the success or failure of rehabilitation services are left to the reader, but precedents may be found in federal and state controls over-drugs and foods, which consider very limited pain, injury or death too high a price to pay for the benefits of certain products. In our view the costs of recidivism, especially for violent crime, are judged to be so high to victims and to society that it appears to be unjustified for the LEAA to continue to fund such "rehabilitative" services as a means of achieving the objectives expressed in the Crime Control Act. These are "to reduce and prevent crime and juvenile delinquency, and to insure the greater safety of the people .... "61
The Rehabilitation Services Failure Was Apparently Unrelated to Program Characteristics and Other
Factors. The fact that there was no significant difference in effect on recidivism among projects which were as greatly varied as these eighteen was one of the surprising findings in the Evaluation. Generously funded, well planned and effectively administered "model" projects, 6 2 had been expected to do better than their less endowed competitors. (Even if the differences between projects had been significant, however, the actual outcomes would have been so costly, in terms of the amount and type of recidivism, that the projects could not have been judged as anything other than failures.) In any case, the findings raise obvious questions which should be considered by both LEAA Project Elements. The Evaluation considered a variety of factors which might have undermined the projects' efforts and led to their apparent failure, even if their program models were valid. For instance, it could be argued that these programs were measured during an atypical year, one in which the programs were plagued by start-up and implementation problems. While there were new programs in the study, as ASA and NAACP, there were others, as BCC and Manhood, that had been operational for years before receiving LEAA funding, and the arrest rates for the two categories were not statistically different.
It may also be argued that perhaps the available funds, staff or services were not of sufficient magnitude to effect change. Such a finding simply was not supported by the equivalent arrest rates of such massively funded projects as Probation-Urban League or Vera Wildcat when compared with the rates for such lesserfunded projects as Independence House and Manhood.
Another possibility is that a more positive effect would have been found if the recidivism measurement had been made from the twelfth to the twenty-fourth months after project entry, rather than from entry to the twelfth month. The unacceptable magnitude and severity of criminal recidivism that was found in the first year, however, could not possibly have been affected or outweighed by anything that occurred afterward. In other words the murders, rapes, robberies and assaults could not have been "undone" by subsequent events. While time spent in a program was not measured in the Evaluation, the arrest rates for projects with relatively long service periods such as Vera Wildcat and ARC did not differ from those which had shorter service periods such as Vera Control and Manhood.
Generalizing the Conclusion. It can fairly be asked whether these eighteen projects and their types of services were sufficiently adequate to permit generalization of the Evaluation's findings to other local and national rehabilitative efforts. From a statistical standpoint, eighteen projects are not really enough: at least 20, 200 or 2000 would certainly be better. Questions concerning the effectiveness of these programs, however, are not being asked in an academic context. Decisions about funding and modifying projects must be made by the CJCG, LEAA, and other agencies, regardless of the number in an available sample. Important decisions which affect many projects are, in fact, made on the basis of the evaluation of only a single "model" project. Furthermore, evaluations of some of the fifty-three CJCG funded projects have included subjective "site" visit reports, self-reporting, and measuring a program's criminological effectiveness through Rorshach tests. Even these measures, however, may provide more information for decisionmaking than if no attempts at evaluation were to be made at all. It is therefore submitted that unless there is better comparable data with different results the findings from these eighteen projects are indeed the best estimate of the outcome to be predicted for a universe of projects.
Nevertheless a funding agency may wish to postpone applying the findings, to decisions about its projects and trying alternative approaches until larger numbers of projects are evaluated, "classic" control group comparisons are accomplished or a commission reviews issues and makes recommendations. This is certainly an agency's prerogative. But it should be noted that in reality the decision has not been postponed. In effect the agency has decided to continue existing programs. This point is important because the decision to continue the programs also continues the high recidivism rates and the consequent high rate of violent crime. Such a public policy decision may be difficult to justify on academic grounds alone.
All the rehabilitative efforts measured in these projects were substantially removed from conventional correctional settings. None of them used such approaches as intensive individual psychotherapy, operant conditioning or medical treatment with drugs. Lipton, Martinson and Wilks have conducted a major study in which all English language reports on rehabilitation efforts were screened, with 231, covering the period from few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivism . ' ' 6 4 In other words, most rehabilitation programs and program efforts 6 5 both similar to and different from the ones studied by the Evaluation, were found ineffective. This evidence led the Evaluation to conclude more confidently that generalization of its findings to similar types of programs was valid, and that it also appeared to be applicable to models which had not been evaluated in the present study.
Environmental Factors. Such effects were also considered. Given the unfavorable economic conditions, including a high rate of minority group unemployment, it might be asked whether it was reasonable to consider the effectiveness of service programs, particularly vocational programs. Wilson has ably made the point that so long as crime is more attractive and more remunerative than work, even available employment may not offer an effective alternative to crime.
One works at crime at one's convenience, enjoys the esteem of colleagues who think a "straight" job is stupid and skill at stealing is commendable, looks forward to the occasional "big score" that may make further work unnecessary for weeks, and relishes the risk and adventure associated with theft. The money value of all these benefits-that is, what one who is not shocked by crime would want in cash to forego crime-is hard to estimate but is almost certainly far larger than what either public or private employers could offer to unskilled or semi-skilled workers. Wildcat, a Vera supportive work project, provided jobs with wages subsidized at prevailing rates to its clients. The recidivism rates of Wildcat, however, were not significantly different from those of a control or comparison group that was not provided with such services. Moreover, the rates of Vera Wildcat clients did not differ significantly from comparable clients in seven other projects whose vocational services, some did not have any, consisted almost entirely of job referral.
The job itself has to be desirable, and not just available, to the young blacks and Hispanics among the target groups. Many will not accept unattractive jobs such as dishwashers that are often available in New York City even during periods of high unemployment. Neither are they qualified, with few exceptions, for the white-collar jobs they do find attractive, when such jobs are available.
At the time of this writing, 1975, unemployment rates are almost at a post-World War II high (about 9%) for everyone, criminals and noncriminals alike. Unemployment may yet get worse. It is apparent, however, that neither the government, the business community nor anyone else has been able to do very much about it. Even if employment were criminologically effective, it may thus be beyond the practical capacity of our society to provide sufficient and adequate employment to make an appreciable impact on violent crime in the near future.
Poverty and undereducation also might have stood between rehabilitation services and the reduction of crime. These factors were also considered by the Evaluation. But the severity of both within the target groups has been relatively stable over the five years prior to 1975, while the crime rate has increased. 67 As with unemployment, the question of whether sufficient changes are feasible, and not just appropriate, is moot. Clearly, it cannot realistically be expected that in the near future all the poor will be provided with an adequate standard of living. "Adequate" might be several times higher than the present somewhat arbitrary definition of poverty-level income.
Finally, there is a prevalent assumption that most criminal behavior is attributable to mental 6 It has frequently been pointed out that the majority of poor, unemployed, undereducated and otherwise deprived minority group members do not commit violent crimes.
pathology, that the pathology has been imposed on a basically sound individual by environmental factors such as poverty, and that the process is reversible-that the criminal, now a victim, can be "cured."
The curative methodology usually called for is, depending on the preference of the prescriber, either one of the many mental health techniques ranging from group or individual therapy or counseling to conditioning, or one of the many social work or sociological prescriptions ranging from guaranteed income to "advocacy," or some blend.
The assumption of pathology is hypothetical and based on a definition of mental illness much broader than that used by psychiatry. Since even the psychiatric definition often has proven a difficult base for rigorous studies attempting to link syndromes and possible causal factors, it is clear that the broader definition would be even more difficult to use or test. To that extent it has been irrefutable.
On the other hand, mental health advocates have found it equally difficult to sustain their contention that many pathological syndromes, once in effect, can be reversed in the sense of a "cure."
The Evaluation's results show that whichever of the mental health counseling variants the eighteen projects selected, it made no significant difference. The summary by Martinson of the Lipton, Martinson and Wilks study reported the same general lack of results in a much broader range of projects.6
Other Factors-Especially Sanctions against Crime. Despite the lack of a demonstrable causal relationship between these services and crime reduction (this does not contradict the consistent reports of a positive correlation between factors such as unemployment and crime), it is generally accepted that the relationship has existed in the past and can exist again in the United States in the future. There are countless intricate, unmeasurable causal interactions of cultural, political and attitudinal factors that may explain why the relationship does not exist at this time.
One of the most important factors, however, is the possible ineffectiveness of society's sanctions against crime. To assume that "curing" poverty, unemployment or undereducation will automatically eliminate crime, without con-' See note 64 sup ra.
[Vol. 68 CRIMINAL RECIDIVISM sidering interactions with society's sanctions against crime or other factors, is simplistic. Since "rehabilitation services" do not prevent and control crime, it becomes necessary to examine the adequacy, immediacy, certainty and consistency of the sanction of incarceration, as presently applied by the criminal justice system. "Diversion," particularly of those charged with violent crimes, and policies of the criminal justice system toward juvenile offenders must also be reviewed.
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Education and Job Training by Other Sponsors. The finding that these services did not have the desired criminological effect does not mean " These parts of the book are not included in this article.
that they should not be undertaken, continued or expanded for the population studied. It is the author's view that every effort should be made, for legal, logical and ethical reasons, to assure that the provision of such benefits is not linked to whether the recipient is a criminal. Society is obliged to provide such service on the basis of need, to criminal and noncriminal alike-in prison or out of it. But such funding should appropriately be provided by those government departments which exist to manage vocational, educational and health concerns as opposed to those set up to control and prevent crime. They are also the most appropriate places to determine needs, priorities and the allocation and management of funds for such purposes, as well as whether such projects are the best way to deliver the services.
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